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? BSTRACT 

This report contains suamaries of the final 
e^'^luation reports for the projects, prograas and centers of the 
1^-72-73 institutional grant programs in the Division of Teacher 
Education at Indiana University. The suaaaries include the naae of 
the project, the director's naae, a listing of faculty and 
professional staff, and the nuober of aale and feaale students. In 
addition, the following inforaation is included; (a) a description of 
the process and procedure evaluation activities and a suaaary of the 
results of these activities, (b) a list of the disseaination 
activities reported by the project director, (c) a suaaary of the 
strengths and weaknesses of the project, and (d) a stateaent about 
the future of the project. Twenty-two project report suaaaries are 
included in the docuaent. (HMD) 
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The Forum series is basically a collecticn of papers. It Is 
intendeJ cc be a catalyst for idea exchange and interaction aiaong 
those interested in all areas of teacher educr.tion. Articles arc 
accepted on all phases of teach£:r education including in-service 
training and graduate study. Th«; re^vding audicnca includes 
teachers* school administrators, governmental and cooaaunity 
administrators of educational agcnciv-s, graduate students and 
professors. The substance is open to various types of content. 
Position papers, research <r evaluation reports, ccmpendia, state- 
of-the-art analyses, reactions/critiq ics of published materials, 
case studies, bibliographies, confcrcaca or convention presen- 
tations, guidelines, innova tive C(mrso/pro?.raia descriptions, and 
scenarios are welcciac. Mauascripts Tiually average five to twenty 
double-spaced typewritten pages; two copies are required. 
Bibliographical prcccdvres may follow my accepted style; however, 
all footnotes should be prepared in a consistent fashion. 



Produced by the division of Teacher 
Education, Indiana University-Blocta- 
ington, a cor.ponunt of the School of 
Education, supportej, in part by way 
of an Institutional Grant (OE-OEG: 
0-72-0492: 725) with funds from the 
United States Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare — Office of Edu- 
cation, ur.dar the provisions of the 
Bureau of Eiucatirnal Personnel Devel- 
opment as a project. The opinions ex- 
pressed in this work d? not necessarily 
reflect the positirn cr pclicy of the 
Office of Educati.-n, cvA no official 
endorsement by the Office of Education 
should be inrerrcd. 
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introduction 



included In this report are summaries of the final evaluation reports 
for the projects, programs and centers of the 1972-73 institutional Grant. 
These summaries were written by members of the evaluation staff of the 
Institutional Grant. The total evaluation for each of these centers, 
programs, and projects Is quite extensive. These more extensive evaluations 
are available from the Individual directors of each project, program, or 
center; or from the office of the Evaluation Team of the Division of 
Teacher Education. 

Included in these total final evaluation reports for each program, 
project, or center are: 

1. A complete listing of student competencies and means 
of assessing students' eccompllshment of these. 

2. Process evaluation reports on various aspects of 
Implementation. 

3. A complete listing of all students Including 
pertinent demograohlc Information. 

4. A complete listing of all faculty including pertinent 
demoaraphic Information. 

5. Evaluation data related to the accomplishment of 
goa Is 

6. A chart Indicating how each project, program, or 
cente* director felt his activity matched the 
objecTlves of the Institutional Grant. 

As stated above, these total evaluation reports v/ere used as the basis 
for the »ufrfr.arle!5. Included here. It would be useful at this point to 
describe how those final evaluation reports car.e into being. 

1. During the Surrmer of 1972 the Evaluation Team developed 
guidelines to be used by each director of a project, 
program, or center In developing evaluation plans. 
These guidelines were distributed to each director 
lndividu?»l ly and were dlscussod with him. 

2. The directors were asksd to submit their evolustlon 
plans In the Toll of 1972. These plans were reviewed 
by the Evaluation Team and suggestions for changes were 
discussed with each director. 

3. Every two weeks during the 1972-73 academic year, the 
project director submitted an Implenentation note 
which was to very briefly list any evaluation activities 
which had taken place durlno the previous two weeks. 

4. At the end of the acadenlc year, the project director 
was given a cooy of all the evaluation Infomatlon he 
had submitted and was asKed to check the material for 
accuracy and to add to this Information where It was 
Incor.olete. 
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All of the Information collected as a result of 'those activities was 
used to prepare the brief evaluation sumries Included here. 

The evaluation summaries begin with the name of the project, program, 
or center and Its director listed at the top of the page. This Is followed 
by a listing of full and part-time faculty and professional staff and a 
statement Indicating the number by male and female students. 

The rcnalnder of the summary Is divided Into three sections as follows: 

I • Process-Product Evaluation Summary 

This section briefly describes the process and produce evaluation 
dctlvlt:es that v/ero conducted In addition, a brief suirmary of 
the results of thsse evaluation activities are Included. V.here 
evaluation InformaTlon has been used to mcke J'^clslons, these 
have been noted. 

In general, the statononts reporting the results of the process 
and product evaluation are taken directly from the director's 
report. Statements and adjectives concerning the quality of 
the evaluation have been rade by the evaluation team. 

1 1 , Dlssoni nation Activities 

This section nerelv lists the disserr.l nation activities reported 
by the project director. 

Ml. S'lrennths and V;oakr:3Sse5 

■ II . .1... ,V II I . 

This section sun-narlzes the strengths and weaknesses reported 
by the director. 

IV. Project Future 

This section briefly ststes the future of this project, program, 
or center for the 1372-74 academic year or for the tufure of 
Spring activities. 



Alternative Schools 
Final Evaluation Suiwnary 
Olroctori Robert Barr 
May, 1973 



Faculty/Staff 



1. Robert Barr 

2. Oanlol Burke 



3. Steven Fred ricks 

4. John Perron 



5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 



Arlene Saretsky 
Gerald Smith 
Vernon Smith 
Floyd Coppeclge 



Students 



Male - 20 
Female - 25 
Total - 43 



I . Process-Product Eva t nation Sunyn^ry 

This project utilized a flow chart evaluation design to collect Infor- 
mation, evaluate, and feedback Information for decision making. Student 
competencies dealing v^lth placement of Interns, employer satisfaction, 
student evaluation, staff judgrr-onts, end on-site evaluation by Staff on 
location were contained m the evaluation design. 

The process evaluation conducted by the Alternstlve Schools Project 
utilized data frcn field sites, student evaluations, and staff Insights. 
As a result of this Information, the orientation seminar will be discon- 
tinued at the end of the Fall, 1973 semester; student-teaching In Alternative 
Schools will bf> reduced to a smaller scale; the Alternative School seminar 
experimental course will be divided Into two separate courses; one field 
site will be expanded because of Its success; end new field sites In 
different areas of the country are being devoJoped. 

The competency assessment has shown employer satisfaction with the 
Interns hired. In addition, personal growth among the Interns was demon- 
strated by their «5valuatlons as well as staff end field site personnel s 
evaluations; and, finally, satisfaction with Interns has been demonstrated 
by the expansion and addition cf now field sltfes. 

The overall evaluation report Is a very detailed and thoughtful 
document. The results of the various Instruments seem to provide much 
valuable Inforiarlcn to the decision makers. Copies of I r.strur.onts and 
results of these Instruments are available In the final evaluation report. 

I J , Dissemlng'tlon Ac+Ivlties 

1. Coordination of six regional Institutes on alternative schools. 

2. Char.cino $chzz\5 n?v/s letter is printed at Indiana University, 

3. Ccnferoiic:* prcss'ntatlcns ware maae by students In the program. 
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4, Articles by Gerald fiarker and Robert Barr dealing with alter- 
native schools hfive baon published or are in the process of 
being pubi ishe^. 

5, Twe've speech presentations have been made by the staff 
throughout the United States, 

III. Strengths and Weaknesses 

The following were listed as strengths of this program: 

1. Interaction betiireen faculty and students which continues over 
a period of time. 

2. Good relations with Innovative school districts. 

3. The Bloomlngton Alternative School allows for an o>iperlnental 
training center. 

The weaknesses of the program were stated as a lack of structure, 
Inability to attract diversified student population, and problems main- 
talninc; the necessary f lei debase contacts. An attempt will be made this 
coming year to rectify the first t;/o weaknesses by a more structured 
course offaring and t^e recruitment of students in one of the seminars. 
The last weakness needs adjunct professors who would be non-paid school 
personnel to act as Masons between the schools and l.U. 

IV. Project Future 

The project will be expended next year to include new field sites. 
The project will have close to tv/enty paid interns and over thirty student 
teachers durl-io the 1973-74 school. The program will be somewhat altered 
as the focus rr.;ves toward a more comprohsnsiva I'aster's Degree. 

The Alternative Schools Prccram is nc. recruiting a much larger number 
of students end will probably oversubscribe its classes this year. Together 
with the national Consortium cn Alternative Schools, this program Is receiving 
national reco'initlon. The adjunct professor system has been approved and will 
be developed. It Is necessary to achieve a cnange In University ednilni strati ve 
practices if +his program is to be eventually Institutionalized. A proposal 
to the University adr.Inlstratlon recon^- lending necessary chances will be 
developed. 
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Amor i can tndtan 
Final Evaluation Suirmary 
Director: Gary Anderson 
May, 1973 



Faculty/Staff 



1. Gary Anderson 

2. Paul Lansing 



3. 
4. 



Ms. Odle 
James Mahan 



Students 



Male - 8 
Female - 17 
Total - 25 



J« Process^Product Evaluation Surnary 

The evaluation design for tha An.srlcan Indian Project consists of three 
main objectives which deal with placement of students, enhancement of teaching 
ability of elementary and secondary students In an American Indian setting, and 
an Increase In understanding and appreciation of the American Indian, his 
culture, and the present educational system. Undercach of these objectives 
were Implementing activities, questions to be answered, products, and program 
modifications, there were also cj numt'&r of student competencies which related 
to teaching in on American Indian onvircnment and relating to 1he student In 
terras of his culture ana environment. 

Resulting changes that have been made because of feedback from student 
teachers, principals, and supervising teachers were: to have seminars 
conducted before a student went on the reservation with input from Pueblo 
Indians on canpus, and to obtain ietter supoi*vlsion and organization by 
bringing In supervising teachers with teaching experience In an Indian 
setting. 

The competency evaluation utilized questlonalr^s and verbal cormun I cations. 
This evaluation pointed out that the majority of students could adapt to 
the setting and relate to Indian students both In and out of the clessrcom, 
and adjust to&chlng techniques to meet the needs of these students. Finally, 
21 out of the 24 students were going to apply for tecchlng Jobs on tne 
American Indian Reservation. 

The evaluation as a whole was well done and the director does note 
the problems inherent with the distances involved ^^ec^l.s^ of the field 
sites being located In Arizona. Therefcro, sore of the final evaluation 
Riaterlal could not be Included because It had not as yet been received. 
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1 1 . Dissemination Acttvlttes 

Two publications wero producod, one entitled 'Alternative Programs In 
Indiana Colleges and Unl versltlos'^ which was also presented In a meeting 
at Butler University and the second entitled "StudtnV Teaching on the 
American Indian Reservation." 



III. Strengths and Weak. .esses 

The main strength of this procram has been the fact that students 
entering the program have for the most part remained with It. AH of the 
students In the program have been reccimionded for teaching jobs with the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs for this ccming fall, and 30 students have 
requested admission to the program for next yosr. 

The weaknesses seem to be in the erea of lack of cultural preparation 
of the student teachers. There has been a proposed seminar where Indian 
educators would come and talk with students in the program to help 
alleviate this problem. Secondly, there Is the problem of eitabllshlng 
criteria regarding who should or should not be admitted to tho program. 

Future consideration also needs to be given to the question of the 
efficiency of- a s I xteen-v/eek program and trying to get the program to 
become a part of a more brondly Eased multicultural program. 



IV. Project Future 

This project win bo continued as a field site. Students will be 
prepared In the total multicultural program as soon as possible. By 
1974-7&, assinnm-^nt to Indian Schools will probably be restricted to 
Multicultural Program student.-. 
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Associate Instructor 
Final Evaluation Summary 
Director: Kenneth Majer 
May, 1973 



Faculty/Staff 



1. Beryl Brown 

2. Ivor Davles 

3. Barbara Edwards 

4. Al Garcia 



5. Susan Hawkins 

6. Loren Llebllng 

7. Ken Majer 



8, Nick Stay rook 



Students 



^1ale - 22 
Female -* I 
Total - 23 



I . Process-Product Evstuatlon Su-rrQary 

The evaluation design for this program was an extensive decision riaklng 
Riodel divided into planning, implementing, and recycling of decisions relevant 
to the project. The conpotoncles which relate closely to the evaluation design 
consist of developing teaching ski Us, improving classroon effectiveness, and 
developing confidence. 

There v/ere five separate depertn^onts that were involved in the Associate 
Instructor Program. Each of t.iese conducted Its own evaluation activities, 
but they utilized common instruments. The Instruments were questional res and 
Interview forms which looked at such things as a book entitled A Guide for 
beginning C ollege Instructors , semlnsrs, and overall results of the seminars. 
As' a result of the diverse evaluations conducted by the different departments, 
decisions regarding changes In the seminar. Instruction, credit, and procedures 
were Initiated. Copies of all the Instruments were contained within this 
report plus the results of these various evaluation Instruments. 

The overall report provided by the project provided complete copies of 
all evaluation Instruments plus the results of thv.se evaluations. It would 
have been helpful If there was a one-pac3 summary of process and competency 
evaluation by department so as to see a bettor overall comparison of how 
A.I. students In different prcgrLms viewed seme of the same Ihlngs. 

I I . Dissemination Activltigs 

Slxty-fhree persons received the various materials put ouf by the 
Associate Instructor Project. 

HI. Strengths and V.'sp '.-.035585 

The project sees ss its major strength the new approach used by the 
program In Improving Associate Instructor teaching. 
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The matn weakness seen by the program cama from" outside the project 
where certain faculty end departments resisted the A.l.'s effort at 
producing change* 



Project Future 

The future of the project according to the report Is In limbo for 
next year. They are seeking outside money from a grant. The Associate 
Instructor program has demonstrated Its value and should be supported 
In some form by the University. 
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Center for Experiential Education 
Final Evaluation Summary 
Director: Homer Hogle 
May, 1973 



Faculty/Staff 



1. Santiago Garcia 

2. Homer Hoofe 

3. Dol I le Manns 

4. Herbert Munangatlre 




Owayne Snol I 
Jim Williams 
Iris Rosa 



Stu'Jents 



None as this Is a Center 



I , Process-Product Evaluation Summary 

The evaluation design for this Center followed a flow chart njodel and 
examined what Is going on at the present time and provldod for review and 
consideration of what ought to be. 

The process evaluation activities for this Center were conducted under 
three main operations. The first was In relation to MCCSC where cornmunlcatlon 
was established with the schools In Monroe County and studants assisted In 
the capacity of tutors or teacher aides. The feedback to tha Center Indicated 
that the assistance provided by the students was beneficial to both students 
and teachers. The logistics of scheduling and assigning students neeas 
review and Improvement In the area of dependability; many students were . 
assigned very late In the term. Another area that needs Improvement Is 
communication with the field; more supervision Is needed for quicker feedback. 

The second operation was the community related operations of C.E.E. The 
Center placed students In various corrmunlty agencies In Indiana, Illinois, 
and Kentucky. As a result of a mld-yo?3r evaluation of these activities. It 
was decided to have more direct contact between C.E.E. staff and community 
agencies, increase ccnr-^unltv Involvement by providing regular transportation 
during the evening hours for students, and to develop more- contacts with 
commtjnity agency directors so as ro brccmo more ewaro of their specific noeds. 

Thirdly, C.E.E. operated In conjunction with the Multi-Cultural Program. 
The C.E.E. provldod transportation and field sites for this project's students. 
There were a nunber of problems that were encountered, but for the most part 
suitable sites or alternative sites as well as transportation v.-ere provided. 

Soma additional evaluation would seen In order for the various activities 
conducted by C.E.E. to point out 'rt!-.(%re furthor services and modifications 
should be made In services now being offered. This Center will be finalizing 
sor.2 of its evalu^-ticn acTivIti;;s t'.is nurrxier which should provide sor.e 
additional useful intomation. 
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H. pjssemi nation Actfvittss 

The dissemination activities carried out by the C.E.E. were also broken 
into three areas of Its operation. They are as follows: 

A. m^SC Related Dissemination Activities 

1. Five conference activities with rCCZO 

2. Daily trips to NSJCSC Administration Center to picl< up and 
deliver request forms frcm the schools 

3. One meeting 

4. Visited everv school to talk with school personnel 

8. Community Related Dissemination Activities 

I. Conferences and meetings at a number of sites to explain 
activities and functions of C.E.E. 

C. Multi-Cultural Dissemination Activities 

1. 29 conferences were conducted with various school sites 
to discuss placement of students 

2. Arranged trips, developed and sent out evaluation forms 

3. Gave two speeches in regards to C.E.E. activities 

^ * ' • Strengths and Weaknesses 

ilo specific weaknesses or strengths were listed by the Center within 
their report, but It appears frcm the process evaluation that there are 
constant problems In providing field sites and transportation to people 
requesting this type of help. It does appear, however, that this type of 
service is needed and that most of the current needs are being met by C.E.E. 

IV. Project Futi're 

The future of this Center, according to this report, will bo to carry 
out the s-s>re functions but to alter the structure for economy^s sake. This 
Center will be ccnbincd with F.I.C. and O.P.E. to provide a "more coherent 
and sequentially meaningful field experiences for Indiana University 
stuc?ents of education." 
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Communication Skills 
Final Evaluation Summary 
Director: Edward Jenklnson 
May, 1973 

Faculty/Staff 

I 

t 

1. Jeffrey Auer 

2. Paul Batty 

3. Philip Daghllan 

4. Linda Gregory 

5. Jeffrey Huntsman 

Students 

No students until the Fall of 1973 



I. ProcesS"Product Evaluation Sunrmpry 

Initial needs assessment serves as the design for the project. 
Student competencies were ascertained by asking language arts supervisors 
around the state what they felt were the necessary competencies for 
students Interested In this area. Also, information provided by language 
arts supervisors provided Information pertcjinlng to reconr graduates In 
the field of English. This prcviccd the bulk of the prcccr.s evaluation 
for Ihls progrEPU The letter and copleu of co.-.-nents wsro also Included 
with the final report. 

Overall It appears that an exemplary job has been done In preparing 
this project. The In-dcpth needs assessment could serve as a model for 
future projects wishing to 53+ started in the DTE. 



M. Dissemination Activities 

1, Discussion vlth teachers about project at English Arts 
Conference held at l.U. 

2, Letters to teachers (copy attached) 

3, Description of project contained In Bulletin of University 
Division (copy Qttc.choc;) 



III. Strengths and v/eaknosseg 

No strengths or weaknesses listed. 



IV. Project Future 

The project -.vlll get underway this coning fall with Incoming freshmen, 
Tc^'S-^ 5tudc-.t5 -..'iM tc. r-ui.- ..: for -roar y:-ar5 by mc^.bers of this ?ronra;r.. 
Th« r.3in £'o;:;ha3i5 will to z'-.o.i 3 rclr:tion-hio of content to rothod. 



6. Edward Jenklnson 

7. Gretchen Kemp 

8. Eugene KIntgen 

9. Ellen Rltter 
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Development Confer 
Final Evaluation Summary 
Director: Hobert Helnlch 
May, 1973 



Faculty/Staff 



3. Robert H3fnlch 

'4. Roberta to vac 

5. Mark Lobert 

6. Michael ?blenda 



1 . Jerry Brown 

2. Rogers Glenn 



7, 
8. 
9. 

10. 

11. 



William Murphy 
Amos Patterson 
Michael Pollack 
Darryl Sink 



Gerald Smithi 



Students 



No students as this Is a Center 



I . Process-Product Evaluation Surmary 




A basic decision-making deslgr. was employed by this Center. However, 
Center staff felt That an overall summatlve judgment of the usefulness of 



this fnfornatlon.) 

The main process evaluation undertaken was In the form of In-house 
meetings as well as meeting with O.P.E., out there wore no reported cnangos 
as a result of this evaluation procedure. 

The Development Center developed eight Instructional units and some 
other products for use by the various projects. These Included modules 
dealino with writing, locating and selecting materials, preparation of 
Inexpensive transpiironcles, three unit classroom management series, a 
booklet entitled "Teacher Made Physical Education Equipment,' two 
annotated bibliographies dealing with teocher training and cable T/, and 
a video tape consisting of interviews and views of field slies. 

Overall the evaluation report was well done and Included all the 
necessary Inforrjtlon. The report provided a list of the products 
developed during the paot year which was a useful addition. 



1 1 , Dissemination Act iv ities 

This included five lecture presentations and two bibliographies 
relating to the Center's activities. 
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^ " ^ • ^tren<:^ths and Weaknesses 

No strengths or weaknesses listed. 



IV. Project Fulure 

Tho Center will be merged with the Instructional Services Center next 
year for reasons of economy^'and efficiency. The Center staff felt that 
funding various projects "to do their own thing" Is redundant and not the 
best use of cost effectiveness. Many of the m&terlals that the Center 
developed did not becone visible or usable until almost the end of the year. 



o 
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Dissemination Team 
Final Evaluation Sutrjnary 
Director: Bi I lie Strunk 
May, 1973 

Faculty/Staff 

I. Bit lie Strunk 

Students 

None as this Is a Center 



I. Process-Product Evaluation Suruary 

The evaluation design for this Center consls-^s of two main conpononts: 
Internal objectives and activities and external objectives and actlvltler. 
Most of the process evaluation activities carried out by this Center were In 
the form of questional res, discussions, and subscription requests. As a 
result of these activities, the nood for other information to be disseminated 
by this team was ascertained and tne need for a DTE program Preview Day (as 
was held this past semester) was questioned. Copies and results of question- 
aires were provided In this final report. 

It apoears that many worthwnMe activities wore conducted In tho areas 
of both publications and non-publication activities. The questional res also 
seemed to provide much valuable Information as to the usefulness of certain 
publications and activities. 



1 1 . Dissemination Activities 

A. Publications - Compiled, Edited, and Supervised 

1 . Options ir Teact^er Education 

2. DTE Dir^dory 

3. Forum ( 9 pages In this series) 

4. for Your Inforwitio n <3 briefs) 
5* Aro You Getting thol-lessrce? 

B. Publications - Researched and v/rlttiDn 

' • A Mew Dimension for Teacher Preparation 

2. S pecial Progran Offers Education Students New Views 

C. Publications - Technical and Editorial Assistance 
I. Saveral tasks were listed for this category 

Bosldrs all of the above put I icr.tlon activities, the director of this 
team offered and give assistance in the areas of publicity for DTE, served 
as a DTE Advisory CcT-iittoe r.cr/'^er, provided technical assistance to projects 
and students, gathered information, d3sign2d a DTE lego and printed forrrat 
for pufclicaticni, :;r.a pcr:cr-;- orh-r ciis^c - ir-tlcn activities ard ^^vrvlces. 
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III. Strengths and We'^knesses 

The major strength of this Center was to Initiate and lay the necessary 
groundwork for all tha various dissemination activities undertaken by the DTE. 

The r*ijor weaknesses were related to having only limited funds, facil- 
ities, and personnel with this Teain. 



IV. Center Future 

There are no plans to continue the Dlsse-nlnatlon Team as such In 1973- 
74; selected dissemination activities v/lll t>e assigned to various DTE 
personnel. 
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Early Cht Idhood 
Final Evaluation Sutmary 
Olroctor: Marl en Sv/ayze 
fflay, 1973 



Faculty/Staff 



1 . John Bond 

2. Nancy Pas ore 
5. David Gal !ahus 
4. Mary Rou'se 



5. 
6. 
7. 
6. 



Miriam Gelvin 
William Blanton 
Mary LaFoMette 
Marian Swayze 



Students 



Male - 0 
Fefnale - 22 
Total - 22 



I. Process-Product Evaluation $ur.!nar y 

Process Evaluation for this project utilized reports, lesson plans, 
comments from teachers In the schools, ccrOTents from student teachers, 
conferences, attitude scales, qiestlonnalros, ratlrg scales, and Inter- 
views. On the basis of these various evaluation activities, changes 
occurred in 1he scheduling of clas^ses. Instructor assistance, technical 
assistance <AV oqufprent, library usage, wrltrng), preparation of super- 
vising teachers, course offering*;, course sl2&, field site locations, 
team cooperation among faculty, and aomisslon proce.Juros. Many of these 
changes occured during the past year and tnanv will lake place during 
the upcoming academic year. 

ComDetency assessment utilized weekly logs, student self -evaluation, 
evaluation of Cfjch student by throe professionals, course evaluation?, 
and lesson plans. Tho correlation totwean how students and 1he super- 
vising teacher p project director, and evaluator judged the attatnr.ent 
of ccmpetoncles was very high. 

The overall process and product evaluation seernod to look at and 
evaluate most of tne points of both the original evaluation design as 
well as the competencies. All formal evaluation Instruments were 
Included along with results. 

Overall, this final evaluation re^or"^ was very well done and Included 
all the evaluation instruments plus the results of those instruments. One 
other Interest I nq tnfnc that this prcgran Is doing Id keeping entry level 
data on students"so Ihat future compf-risons can be made and follow-up 
studies can bo conducted. 



01 



-Ji- 



ll. Dissemination Activities 

There were no dissemination activities listed or contained In the 
final evaluation report turned In by Early Childhood. 



111. Stren<;th^ and V/caknesses 

The following were listed as strengths of the Early Childhood Program: 

1. Practlcum experiences during the course of the past school 
year In local nurseries, schools, and kindergartens 

2. Good working relationships were developed betv/een the 
students in the program and both I.U. staff and local 
school personnel 

3. Students found a great oeal of relationship between theory 
learned In the classroom and field experiences. 

The following were cited as problems and/or weaknesses of the program: 

1. Placement of students In MCCSC schools was difficult because 
of other programs working within these schools and because 
the student teachers In this program do their student teaching 
on a part-tin© basis rather than full-tfno. 

2. Students in the prcgran next year will have to travel 25 
miles to a school in Prov/n Counly to do th2lr student teaching. 

3. None of the supervlr.i.^g teachers for nex^ year have worked with 
student teachers before. 

4. No help was received fro- O.P.E. for supervising 24 students 
during their tv;o semesters of practlcum experiences. 

.5. The Creative and Performing Arts course was too theory-oriented 
and did not give the early^Chi Jdhcod students enough practical 
orientation. 

6. Scheduling of courses due to time overlaps presented difficulties. 

7. Langucoe Arts courses presented seme problems which will be 
worked oul this corr.ing ecacicmlc year. 



Project Future 

Plans for next year Include continuation of the second year phase for 
students already in the progran for one year. Also, a new group of 24 
students will be ad^ni "ted into the progran. The director states that they 
have twice as m-jny a^^rilicanta as students they can adnit into the program. 
She feels that thoy t.iould allowed to crspitallze on this interest, 
especlsiiy since they are getting a new full-time faculty member this fall. 
She further stot-rs thut by ^ot oeinc allcv/ed to expand the program. It has 
caused bitterness and ais'i 1 1 usion:r.-:r.1 cn the part of students seeking 
admission to the pros rem. 
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ENCORE 

Ffnal Evaluation Summary 
Co-Directors: Milton Marten and Maxlne Dunfee 

May. 1973 



Faculty /Staff 



1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 



Thomas Bogut 
Vernon Droessler 
Maxlne Dunfee 
Donald Hazekamp 



5. Charles Lfpptncott 

6. Mflton Marten 

7. Judith Raybern 



Students 



Male - 5 
Feir.ale - 41 
Total - 46 



!• Process-Product Sur.fr;arv 

The evaluation design consisted of five main decisions relating to 
project goals, entrance requirements, training experiences, utilization of 
personnel, and portions of programs to bo evaluated. There were ten com- 
petencies dealing with the students^ ablH+y to observe, organize, and 
evaluate students and materials and to exhibit poise In the classroom. 

Assessment of both competenclos and processes was carried out by 
quest I onna I r6;C, observations, moetln:;s (with representative groups of 
students). Instructor ratings, video taping, surveys, student rankings, 
and attitude surveys. 

The results of these Instrurrents shov-od that scru students felt 
that they did not have enough tiro to c&rry out ail the tasks snd there 
was also some confusio:» regarding the phllcsochy of the program. This 
led to shortening the tine of certain ccnnetency acquisition or elimination 
of the task l-f th^j student had acquired it previously. There have also* 
been some long-range decisions made to more fully explain to Incoming 
ENCORE students the philosophy of the program and to extend the program 
to three semesters so that certain ccnpotonclos will get more aftentlon. 

Copies of Instrurents and rc-cults wers olso furnishod In tnls report. 

The overall content of this resort provides a very detailed and care- 
fully doo:^ final evaiuarion, Tn? ir.ciuf.ion of instru'if^nts plus the 
results which IncluJcdi 5cpe statistics I analysis rrovided good insights 
Into the nature and extent of eval-jation activities conducted by this 
project. This type of detollcc f.r.^. c>:,:iiclt ro:>crt c^n certainly be 
utilized as a node l for future final evaluation reports. 



-19- 



11. Dissemination Acttvtttes 

There was a list of five dissemination activities Including newspaper 
ertlcles, project descriptions sent to prospective freshmen, a slide 
presentation^ and a paper being written for publication. 



III. Strengths and Wearinesses 

The strengths of the progrem have been "Its Integration of Idcus and 
learning experiences." A list of courses and activities for an extended 
three semester program was Included. 

The main weakness seems to be the feet that students entering the 
program do not have e commonality of backgrounds and experiences. How- 
ever, with the Integration of ideas and learning gained In the program, 
the student Is usually better prepared when the time comes to do his or 
her student teaching. 



IV. Project Future 

The BCORE Project Is being extended to become a complete three- 
semester program of approximately fifty hours. The iiNCOF<E extended 
Program will be one of the first to provide a total Integrated program 
for the preparation of elementary teachers. 
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Field Experiments In Teacher 
Education for Secondary Social Studies 
Final Evaluation ^urrmar/ 
Directors: James Anderson, Mery* Eng lander, 
and Shirley Englr 
May, 1973 

FacultsVStaff 

1. James Anderson 3. Shirley Engle 

2. Meryl Eng lander 4. Joseph ^'cG©ehan 

S tudents 

None at the present time as the program was not operational 



I . Process-Product Evaluation Summary 

At the present time, there are nine hypotheses which serve as the 
competencies and objectives for this project. They indicated that objec- 
tives will become more cJearly defined as time goes on and the project Is 
formalized. A number of different evaluation procedures are listed to 
evaluate fn^ise proposed objectives which Include video-taplngs, Osgood's 
Semantic Differential Scale, i;> .section of lesson plans, and other 
observation instruments. These wiM help to evaluate observation skills, 
teaching skills, and attitudes. 

II. Dts<sem I nation Activities 

The dissemination activities included rnf^^eting with students at the 
Black Cultural Center, meeting with other pecp'o In this fiold at AERA 
ano the Midwest Association of Teachers of Educational Psychology, and a 
telephone interview with 100 students who are majoring In Social Studies. 



III. Strengths and Weaknesses 

Since this project wasn»t in operetlcn this year. It could not determine 
what its strenaths or v.-snknosscr. wore. The tv.o problems that they have had 
this year, however, are the recruitment of students and "the passivity 
and hostility of teachers toward the University." 



IV, Pro.ject Future 

The program will i^egin in the conlnc school year and will function at 
the Washington and Howe High Schools in Indianapolis with 20 teachers and 
some 12-20 students. 



Field Implementation Center 
Final Evaluation Summary 
Director: Janes Mahan 
May, 1973 



Feculty/Staff 



1. Thomas Glass 

2. Carol Hill 

3. Edwin Hcwol I 

4. James NTahan 



5. JdiTies Clark 

6. John Brown 

7. Beverly Huntsman 



Students 



None as this Is a Center 



I . Proces s -Product Evaluation Sunrrtrv 

The evaluation desion for F.I.C. consisted of two main objectives. 
These were: (I) to establish and test new organ I Zct ions and the field sites 
and (2) pc.rtlcularly establish new field sites to ssrve the least well- 
served populations. Under these two objectives were listed Implerr.ontlng 
activities, questions to be answered, products, and expected program 
modifications. 

Th3 process evaluation utilised conferences, rnoetlngs, quest Icnno ires, 
telephone Interviews, and ne-.ds assessment lechniques. As a result of 
these evaluation activities, a nurfcer of decisions were made. Those 
included: the reduction of the number of staff members In F.I.C. assistance 
roles; changes In 1972-75 projects including the expansion of Latino, the 
Instltutior.alfzation of Professional Year, the cilsconl-lnuatlon of Shav.-nee 
Undercrsduate, and the modification of Urban Scirrestcr; the establishment of 
criteria for supervising teachers; the formation of "Field Associates"; and 
continuation In F.I.C.'s present function and coordinarlng activities 
botwsen projects and programs and any KCCSC school . 

This final evaluation listed a number of products that came out of 
F.I.C. dur!nv3 the past year. They included such things as successful 
student teaching experiences for studr>nts In various prcjf.cts and pro'jrars. 
the estabi ishrnont of co-^d fiolO sites and working relationships with these 
sites, the oraanlzation of sites In settings to accomodate least well- 
served populations, and various orher coordination activities for a number 
of the projects and programs. 

Overall this report was very i-.ell done and Included all the Infor- 
mation requested, furthermore, the extensive list of products provided 
much valuable information concerning this Center''^ acccrp I i shments during 
the past year. 
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1 1 • Dissew! nation Actlvtttes 

There were four paper prosontattons made by the director of F.l.C. 
during the course of the year. These presentations were made at ASCD, 
AERA» and the French Lick Conference. 



111. Strengths and Weaknesses 

The following were listed as strengths of the F.l.C: 

1. F.l.C. personnel taught In several programs this year 

2. It served a large numbor of students more effectively 
than did any other program 

3. It recruited students 

4. It delivered reauested services 

5. It developed nev. types of student teaching activities by 
utilization of diverse personnel, out-of-state placements, 

6. minority settings, teaching clinics, etc. 
6. it offered flexibility for student teachers 

The following were F.I.C.'s primary weaknesses: 

U The director coula not select his own staff, v/hlch Increased 

his duties and r«;spons 1 1> 1 1 i t » es 
2. Faculty Interested In field-based programs and projects did 

not come to F.l.C. for help in planning, but brought In 

their problems after the fact 



P?"'^.igct Future 

The functions of the Field Implomontatlon Center will be Integrated with 
all field-related services Into a single unit. New types of personnel - 
e.g., local teachers and cor,nunlty personnel - are being recruited to serve 
In this area. 
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Instructional Services Center 
Final Evaluation Summary 
Director: Amos Patterson 
May, 1973 



Faculty/Staff 



2. Henry Burnett 

3. Elizabeth Elem 

4. John Fedderson 

5. Eva Klewltt 



t. Dan Archer 



6. 
7. 
6. 
9. 



Richard Mann 
Elaine Stein 
Clyde Sypert 



Amos Patterson 



Students 



Does not apply as this Is a Center 



I. Process-Product f:valuat!on Surmary 

The evaluation design for this Center consists of a flow model that has 
two main compononts: cost of fecti veness and a marketing approach. These two 
overlepplng ccr.-.ponents have allowed for a close monitoring of the system. As 
a result, decisions regarding changing of hours, adding casual personnel, and 
budget projections could be made. 



1 1 , Dissemination Activities 



/Dissemination activities included distribution of Information booklets 
to P'lOO classes, speaking and demonstrating things In educational settings, 
—op^n house, and the extension of Probe as a statewide system. 



The main v.-eaknesses this year were In the area of "service" and "devol- 
opment" because of lack of commun cation with DTE programs and projects, it 
Is felt that through e more aggrerislve system of dissemination and the util- 
ization of a marketing approach that this Center can overcome this weakness 
during the coning school year. 

There is also going to be an attempt to develop new products In a more 
systematic fashion to provide services for both the DTE and School of Educat 

Due to the many facets contained under the I.S.C., It seems that the 
active dissemination of services will eliow for more people to be aware of 
aM the activities conducted by the I.S.C. Also, the flow evaluation model 
will allow for nouded flexibility In evaluating the various areas of 
oper-otions cor'd:iCi£d "-.y Ihls Center. 



III. Strengths and Weaknesses 
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tV. Project Future 

During tha 1973-74 academic year the I.S.C. Is planning to meet the 
Instructional development needs of not only the new programs and projects 
of the OTE, but. In addition, other programs In the School of Education. 
The expansion will occur In part by combining with the Center for 
Invention and Development. 
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Journa H sm Program 
Final Evaluation Sumoary 
Director: Edward B. Jenklnson 
May» 1975 



Faculty/Staff 



i. 
2. 
3. 



Edward Jenklnson 
Gretchen Kemp 
Linda Gregory 



Students 



Male - 5 
Female - 8 
Total - 13 



I . Process-Product Evaluation Summary 

A needs acsessment served as the evaluation design model for this 
program. There was also an e5<tenslve list of student competencies which 
range from developing and evaluating skills to acquiring and analyzing 
professional attltudos, strengths, and v/ealtncsses, and attitudes about 
this field. 

Evaluation activities included the use of questionnaires, self- 
evaluation, supervision visits, and a I 1/2 hour tape recorded Interview 
with each student in the program. As a result of these evaluation efforts. 
It was suggested that there v.ere a number of changes that should be made 
In the courses for next year, it appeared that these students wanted to 
deal more with 'Teal" issues in these content and methods courses, so 
that they could be better prepared for student teaching. 

The pre- and post-student teacher sel f -evaluation questionnaire 
shewed t;-;?it all s+udonts felt "above average" to "highly confidant" 
about their preparation for teaching. 

Copies as well as results of instruments used for evaluation were 
Included in this final report. 

The evaluation was well done and contained ail the necessary 
Information that was requested. One of the Interesting evaluation efforts 
was the I 1/2 hour taped inxerviev. wii-h each student In the project. 



1 1 . Dissemination Act Ivi tig s 

There were two discussions and presentations listed as well as 
Informal contacts wltn journal isn advisers at regionci IHSPA n^ectlngs. 



Ill, strengths and Weaknesses 



0 



The strengths of the program soem to be the close cooperation and 
contact botvveon students and faculty and the placement of student teachers 
In settings where thoy can gain a great deal of experlanco. The weakness 
seems to be the lack of time for r.ethods and supervision Instruction. 
These problems will have to remain for next year because of scheduling 
problems thar do not allow for returning one or both courses to a full 
semester. 



IV. Project Future 



This project Is scheduled to continue In Its present form for the 
coming 1973-74 academic year. 
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Latino 

Final Evaluation Sutnmary 
Director: James Niahan 
May, 1973 

Faculty/Staff 

1. James Mahan 

2. Beverly Huntsman 

Students " 

Male - I 
Female - 3 
Total - 4 

I , Process-Product Evaluation Surnary 

The evaluation design for Latino consisted of assessing three main 
objectives: placement of students In a Latino setting, enhancement In 
teaching ability of elementary and secondary students In a Latino setting, 
and an Increase in understanding and appreciation of Latino culture and 
aspirations. Under each of these objectives were Inplementing activities, 
questions to bo answered, products, end program modifications. Also 
listed were a number of student competencies, related to teaching in a 
Latino environment ar.d to understanding the Latino student in terms of 
his culture and environment. 

Resulting decisions that have been made as a result of questionnaires, 
phone conversations, open-ended letters, and supervising teachers' eval- 
uations of student teachers have been: to continue to use certain 
Questionnaires, to hire local personnel In the area as aupervlsors, to 
place students in various LaMno settings In Gary, Indicna, and in Arizona, 
to encour^g-j participation by community agencies, to make at least one 
visit a sex^ster to the project sites, and to encourage students to tcike 
course offerings in i'he Spsnish department. 

The results of the assessments of competencies indicated that 
student teachers had become Involved with community agencies, made 
friends in the Latino community, and demonstrated selected teaching 
skills in the classroom. The areas where more work Is needed seemed 
to be In the area of Latino language and culture, and the utilization 
of this knowledge In different settings. 

Copies of Instruments and results of these Instruments were 
provided in tne report. 

This was a very well detailed and documented final report. The 
student cwpetencies and aapecialiy the assessment of these conpotenc I es 



was a very strong foature of the project evaluation efforts. Also, the 
various Instruments used for process evaluation efforts were effective 
In getting at much useful Information. This report could serve as a 
model for future final reports. 



11. Dissemination Activities 

Four presentations were made throughout the year to various groups 
and Individuals concerning this project and Its activities. 



III. Strengths and Vfeaknesses 

The major strengths of this project were the following: 

t. Students were Intensely Interested. 

2. Project goals were met, 

3. Project v;as cconorr.Ical. 

4. Good support from public school personnel. 

5. Much community Involvement. 

6. Secondary education majors becarr-e aware of elementary 
organization and Instruction. 

7. One least well-served population - Latinos - Is reached. 

8. The project promoted bi-llnguallsm and cultural pluralism. 

The main weakness was In lack of time and travel monies In order to 
visit locations and get qualified Latino supervisory personnel. 



•V. Projec t Futu re 

The Latino Project will be expanded In 1973-74 to include more students, 
field sito^, support and ccciporation frcm -iho Spanish Department, and a 
graduate as5si5tant. Current" projected enrol Imont In this program for next 
year is 25-30 students. 
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Multicultural 
Final Evaluation Summary 
Director: Martha Dawson 
May, 1973 



Faculty /Staff 



t. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 



Gerald Bracey 
Leo Fay 



Nicholas Anastaslow 



Henry Gardner 
Bev Grev I ous 
Loretta Armcr 



J» Brooks Dendy 
Alexander Flue Hen 
James Hoi land 



10. 
II. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 



Donald Kerr 
Frank Lester 
Jessie Lovano-Kerr 
El Izabeth Lynn 
Robert Mays 
San Juanlta Reyes 
Trudy Shlel 
Frank \fi/hltlng 
A I Yates 



Students 



Male - 9 
Female - 70 
Total - 79 



I. Process-Product Evaluation Summary 

The evaluation Instruments utilized for process evaluation Included the 
following: open-ended questionnaires. Interviews with students, conferences 
with Student Advisory Board, faculty conferonces/neetings, encouragement of 
faculty to use 1 .U, Course Evaluation Forni, and questionnaires designed to 
evaluate field experience. Some of the Instruments used for process eval- 
uation were Included with the final report. There were no specific changes 
listed as c result of process evaluation In this section, but there were 
anticipated course changes and operational changes noted under the program 
future sedion. These chsngos Include as5lcnr.ont of students bcroro iho 
first class rroetinrj, division of time between urbsn end rural settings, 
teachers monitor the field activities of their respective students, and 
added emphnsis In one course on the Family Reading Project with the field 
experience being limited to Bloofungton. Also, there will be a continuation 
of indlvldU'^l conferences with students and carefully planned community and 
school experiences. 

Competency assessr.ent utilized an open-ended querJtlonnai re which 
elicited students* insights gained from their experiences in various field 
and community settings. A ssmple of these comments was contained in the 
report. 

Overall the final evaluation report contained rost of the requested 
Inforroatlon, but as mentioned cbove, did not contain its relafive strengths 
and weaknesses. Some of the evaluation instruments seomed to be useful for 
obtaining infcrrr^ation. 
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11. Dissemination Acttvttles 

There were two bulletins put out by the Multicultural Program describing 
what the program does. These bulletins were contained In a Multicultural 
proposal . 

Hi. Strengths and Weaknesses 

There were no specific strengths or weaknesses of the program mentioned 

■ 

IV, Project Future 

The Multicultural program will remain much the same for the upcoming 
academic year with only minor changes to be made. By this coming December, 
the first group of students or V/ave I wi 1 1 have completed all of the 
program ccrriponents. 

The Multicultural program will be continued next year. Program 
development is nesded to prepare secondary school teachers for assignment 
In Multicultural situatif s. 



Office of Professional Experience 
Final Evaluation Summary 
Director: Dualne Lang 
May, 1973 



Faculty/Staff 



I. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 



David Adams 
Gary Andsrson 
Wt i 1 lam Bassett 
Rose Slacktnan 
John Brogneaux 
Carolyn Epperly 
Enlly Felstrltzer 
Bonnie Fisher 
Linda HInton 
Herbert Johnson 
John Jordan 



12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 



Jessie Lacey 
Dualne Lang 
David Lash 
Harry Mam I In 
Delena Mathews 
Robert Mortenson 
Ralph Romans 
Marie Roos 
Peter Seldman 
Charles Woodruff 
Carol Young" 



Students 



Considered a Center so the number of students going through this 
office Is not Included. It was approxlmateily 1,500 to 2,000. 



U Process -Product Eva I uatlcn- Surr.Tiary 

The evaluation design for OPE consisted of five decisions which deal with 
objectives, activities of student teaching, supervisory competencies, and 
relevant studont teaching experiences. 

A mld-terrn analysis of supervising teachers' and student teachers' ratings 
of supervisory visits was conducted and as a result of the Information 
collected no changas v:erG made in the present procedure relevant to this area. 
A pilot questionnaire regarding supervising teachers* perceptions of the 
student teoching &/.pcrl :r.co v.as also conducted. As a result of this, decisions 
were trade to \ook nora closely into the roles of suporvlslnn teachers and also 
to look at CPt orientation materials to see If any changes are needed. 

The grealest part of the evaluation was done after the student teaching 
experience was completed. At this time, all the student teachers were required 
to complete a battery of Questionnaires regarding their perceptions of their 
college supervisors, the classrccn teachers, and the entire student teaching 
experience. Comments and feellnos we^-e Informally elicited from a random 
group of students. This data Is^stlll being analyzed. 

Also, a Supervisory Visit Roport Form was Introduced in the Spring 
semester^ to be coroletcd by the college supervisor. The results of this are 
still belrj araly::ed. Training the the use of this fonn and constructive 
revisions of It are being examined. 
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ACTE Iw-7r:n?s'!i:rl^';,,°-?'"l'^"?; « -^'^mn for the 

listed In this re^rt? convention. No other actlvrtles were 

'II. Strenc-t-hs and Weakr.essos 

OPE proj%c?S!'°'""^ "^'^ ""^"^ " ""J"'- a<:«>«»P'lshments of this year's 

X'suje^.te.' "'"'^'-^'^^^ +""""9 Progrem for the A.I.-s 

I' "^^ * Supervisory visit Report Form. 

rIIcI Sn» ^ S"P«'-'"sory Teacher and Col lege Superv^iry 

projects iuHn;;%r'*'°f'^' ^^"^^ p^^^^'^ 

projecTs during tho course of the year. 

l^MTlln^l ' ^ vet available 

as they will bo analyzed this sunmer. 

to evIt:a^'?hrpl:S5?aVL'a'!? JhT"",'^;'^ ^ '^^ -^-^'"9 
during the Sprtngllnester ^'/^^^^^^''''f' J" activities have been initiated 

and it will be intl^stina'to thf" ^''V ""'"S ^» S"*' •'■•""35 
InstruMnts. '"^"^^^^'"9 ^° s«8 the results of scrre of the above-mentioned 



IV. Project Future 



As^^-?!*^''''^'/"'^ a sinqlG enrity, "Tho Field 

stbU mrh=vlT.f organization, a.-.d del incoticn'of ros^on! 

«#*^^+- ^" JTonc race, and prol immcirv sporcvat alvon Fur+hnr 

siJ:?:':pa:r;^i;fcnr'-^"^^ '^''^^ ^'^*""9 i-rs;on:";:s^^ 
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Proffesslohal Year 
Ftnal Evaluation Summary 
Director: James Mahan 
May, 1973 

Faculty/Staff 



1 . Mary Arakol Ian 

2. Eeverly Armento 

3. Anita Fickltn 

4. Bruce McFarland 

5. Anne Ottensmeyer 

6. Edith Richardson 

7. Sarah Rogers 

8. Robert Rouse 

9. Barbara Waters 

10. Barbara Beatty 

11. Ml Idred Bern 

12. Linda bevts 

13. Ferne Breeden 

14. Wendol I Brlnson 

15. Bette Calkins 

16. Lou Carnlchael 

17. Luanna Camlchael 

18. Helen D'Amlco 

19. Susan Dick 

20. Judith Douglas 

21. Kay Elklna 

22. Jean Farber 

23. Linda Fox 

24. VIckl Gharst 

25. John Goen 
2G. Anna Gross 
27. Carol Hcjnna 
rs. Sue Holnos 
25. Ardlth Jones 
3D.' Sharon Kecne 

31 . Jean Kidcile 

32. Reava I^oredlth 

33. Susan l'\ I Is 
54. Al ice Oostrelch 
35. Anabel Poynter 



36. Sally Richardson 

37. Mary Rone 

38. Patricia Rupp 
29. Hazel Sanhorn 

40. Mary Sel Is 

41. Susan Starrs 

42. Alta Strain 

43. Carole Sylses 

44. I la Thrasher 

45. Jean Volgtschlld 

46. Opal Wilson 

47. Paula liunger 

48. Ruth Williams 

49. Suzanne Thompson 

50. Betty Scudder 

51 . Marilyn Owens 

52. Martha Janssen 

53. Donald Duncan 

54. Nancy Davis 

55. Susan Gray 

56. Mary Hutton 

57. Barry Re I star 

58. Harold Stewart 

59. Wl lllam Flnley 

60. Marie Boyd 

61 . Janes V/elmer 

62. Al Ice Hlerlmeyer 

63. r;ich3el Gappy 

64. Ray ^4eal 

65. Don Baavls 

66. Al Ice Vandersteen 

67. James Clark 

68. Frank Lestor 

69. I'^ona 6a I lard 



Students 



flate - 5 
Femals • 81 
Total - 86 
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I. Process-Product Evaluation Summary - 

The evaluation design for this project consisted of an evaluation of the six 
main objectives, multiple ways of Implementing each objective, considerations and 
sources of data, and possible Instruments to measure each of the objectives. The 
project ccnpetencles were boiled down statements from the six objectives contained 
In the evaluation design. Both the objectives and competencies were stated In 
terms of Increasing or strengthening the student teaching program as for as the 
methods Instructors, classroom teaahers, associate teachers, and supervisors were 
concerned. Data was collected In a variety of ways, such as logs, questionnaires, 
rating sheets, progress feedback fomis, reactions, and other methods. Decisions 
were made on the basis of Information collected to revise certain activities, make 
organizational changes, and plan for next year. Copies of available Instruments 
were Included along rvlth results that had been tabulated. 



It. Dlssemlnatlun Activities 

These consisted of a program Information session, papers related to 
DTE given at AERA, and a presentation on Action Lab given at ASCD meeting. 



III. Strengths and V«eaknesses 

The major weaknesses reported In the report were the replacement of a 
Language Arts Instructor and the Inexperience of some staff members in the 
field of elementep/ education. They also stated that because of what they 
have learned this year that next year will to relatively "weakness free." 
Minor weaknessas or shortcomings were worked out during the course of the 
year, and It was evldontiy on the basis of process evaluation that was 
carried on that those necessary changes came about. 

The strengths of the program rest on the vear-long Intensive program In 
the school with related instructional, supervisory, and community experience. 
Portonnsl In the schools, students, and progrr.m personnel vere all asked to 
react to ciucstlonndl ros and other instrunr.ents during the course of the year 
to determine the relative strength of the program. If and when certain 
weaknesses appeared, changes In the organization of seminars. Instruction, 
job dascriptions, counseling, internal organization changes, and various other 
modifications were made to. correct and strengthen the program. 



IV. Project Future 

The program will be continued for the coning year. 



ERIC 



i. 

2. 

•*. 

^ • 
4. 
5, 

6. 



RELATE 

Final Evaluation Summary 
Co-Directors: J©roT.e Harste and Anabel Nev>mian 

May. 1973 



Faculty /Staff 



Gilbert Bushey 
Howard Cstorrore 
Marshall Fall we 1 1 
Sal ly Gonran 
Jerome Harste 
Laura Hoffman 



Students 

Male - 5 
Female - 20 
Total - 25 



7. Beverly Huntsman 

8* Anabel Newman 

9. Dan Porrott 

10. Richard Stowe 

11. Judy Welntraub 



I ; Pr ocess-Frrduct Eval'jatlon Summnry 

The evaluation design submitted by this project had as its main comcern 
the attainment of a number of competencies by students. 

ccui-J accept the thoorotlccil positions of tho projrc. 

Co.-.pctcr,c!cs «re =««3S.<i on the basis °t,''1;'^;spr=''''T'ut?t'o?1he 

were asked to fill out. 



II. Dlssemfpatton Activities 



There vere a total of five demonstrations carried out by the RELATE Team 
and tlr^e papers gwrn. Two papers were given at the IRA and one at ACTE 

... • • . t L • iW. ^^'^ + 



wh I ch all cicc* i t with i he p ro j oct . 
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111. St rengths and Weaknesses , • ; . . * 

Strengths and accomplishments of the RELATE Project are as follows: 

1. Instructional effectiveness by student teachers as witnessed 
by elementary pupil performance. 

2. Students In RELATE mastered the proposed co-; ipetencles, as 
demonstrated by the ubfllty to plan. Implement, evaluate, 
and revise instruction. 

The two major weaknesses seemed to be In giving the students In the 
program too much material to digest Initially which caused 'cognitive 
dissonance." Secondlv. many of the RELATE students In field settings 
continued to act more like students than teachers. 



IV. Project Future 

By June 30, the formal development of RELATE will be completed. The 
program will continue to be operational I zed In conjunction with the 
teaching of E359, E340, and E341 at Bloomlngton, Kokomo, Southeast, 
Indloi apol Is, and perhaps Northwest. RELATE components may also be used 
in conjunction with other programs In DTE. 
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Shawneft Graduate 
Final Evaluatton Summan/ 
Director: John Brown 
May, 197,^ 

Faculty/Staff 

1 . John Brown 

2. Scott Marie ?o 

3. Wl I Ham iMurphey 

4. Patricia Smith 

5. BIN Pllder 

6. Joseph Orr 

Student s 

Male - 19 
Female ~ 
Total - 

Additional data sheets listing rrore students have been 
submitted to a note on the student data sheet. 



! , Process •"Product Evaluat i on Surm;^rv 

Two aurrr.arles of evaluation activities were turned In by this Project 
in the final report. 

One report was done by Econ Gubo and reflects his observallons of what 
was and was net done In the Shawnoe Graduate Progrom, 

William Murphy also ccntri 'jjutod a sur.tr.ary as to wha^ he felt were 
process ovnl j^tic.i activities cond-jcfed ly -jfiis Project. I'.a stated that 
weekly stiff ne-otings, 'JOz^n GuIj^'s eva I I'Dt loii efforts, and t'o I low-up 
activities hardlod by i-.vo fgcuity norr.bc-rs produced scr.e c'..jnci--5. Hovovcr, the 
only chances th^T v.'?re cpecl : icjily mc-ntlcn-:d aj-jl'i wiih soi53 of the new 
training iicas introuuce-i, sucr. as vidcot&pe training; open sciiool concept 
deve!op»r.cr/!-; and Interaction analysis. There v.-ere no specific I nstrurricnts 
nentioned far as process evaluation wcs concerned, but only these Informal 
techniques c-s noted above. 

Finally, V/illlar fiurphy stales that evaluation of the Shawnoe Graduate 
Program did not receive a high pricrlty for tho following reasons: 

1. Evsluatior' by "objective cutsieors" did rot acccmrr-otlate the Frelre 
Method that has the partlcipcints carrying cut their own evaluation; 

2. "Evaluation purposes of projrcr. planning '•.•3re never implemented since 
(f.uch r.f ti ; plcnnlpj for the 5ii2..nco Prcjcct was ccT.Dletcd before the 
Division of Tea::her Eclucation wes oslabi ishad;" 

3. '•cvciiuatlon ty ' e C-urpi.y) w-s pro-c;.:p+cd by a dean of the School of ' 
Education who had a 'trouble shcoting' trr.k and It apoearod to me that 
evaluation fcr cia-p.ln.T ai^ r-.c-cf iri'-, frurrir-e.^ v/^:^ c.v-.plctod by 



7. Alfred Russell Brooks 

3. Beverly Huntsman 

9, John Shltlng 

10. John Bugbee 

11. Mike Hebert 
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There does not seem to have been any formal! zed competency assessment 
undertaken by this project. 

Part of their evaluation problem stems from the Initial evaluation 
design turned In by this Project. The Evaluation Team tried unsuccessfully 
on numerous occasions to work with the ©valuator to strengthen the design. 



1 1 . Dissemination Activities 

None were listed by this project. 



III. Strenoiths and Weaknesses 

The following was listed as the strength of the Shawnee Graduate Program: 
There were Issues that the program raised during the course of the year which 
might be called "competencies," but their assessment would have to take place 
at the end of the program. 

The following were listed as weaknesses of the Shawnee Graduate Program: 

1. Too many students and' too few faculty and staff. 

2. Administration probUms relating to registering 
students and getting course approval. 

3. Personality conflicts bet.veen staff and participants. 

4. No one was committed to or understood the concept of 
"pedagogy of the oppressed." 

5. Problems with n-.aklng this a toacher-communlty oriented 
program when students had to meet the old teacher- 
school requirements. 

Cuba's rrpcrt states lessons to be learned from his observations of 
this project, and Includes: 

1. Ed sure that fifth year students have the necessary training 
and ability to act as supervisors. 

2. Fiscal Interests and corrmltments should be made clear to 
alt parties concerned prior to going Into arrangements 
such as this one In Louisville. 

3. More knowledge Is needed In the area of "learning community 
methodologies" so that when a problem arises In this area. 
It can fee Identified and remedied. 

4. Corrmunlcatlon problems caused many difficulties so that some 
guidelines for con^;•Jct^ng a prooram such as this should be 
established in advance. 

5. Problerris with raking this a teacher-community oriented program 
when studsnts had to meet the old teacher-school requirements. 

IV. Project Future 

The project will not be continued during the coming year. 
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Shawnee Underrjraduato 
Final Evaluation Summary 
Director: James Clark 
May, 1973 



Fac-jlty/3taff 



t 

i • 


Jam^^s Clark 








Thomas Glass 




PI 1 7nSi»+h Mr A 1 1 1 stfcr 


5. 


Ml idrod An3i in 




r^d If 1 V • o 1 wwuSf"^ I 


4. 


V/alter Bal I ingor 




O^nsk 1 r4 Oi*v.i^ | | 

rcona 1 u • ow^ i i 


P. 


Virginia Barnett 




CxOncll M rUWt?! 


O. 


Carole Boyd 


1 




-f 
/• 


Jeffrey Brl 1 1 




Oil i 1 viHciii 


o 

Om 


Jan IS drown 




ft/^riCAvp 1 + ^+'^nn f s 


9. 


uoDDya Caoei 






10. 


Wi I ma Cfayborn 






1 1 . 


Kathy Converse 




1 v 1 n 1 ui iie* 


liC. 


ua i sy ua 1 ^ 


^ / • 




1 ■» 

1 ^. 


Sh ? r 1 ey Eavos 






14. 


Ann Elrr.oro 
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Robert Evans 


15. 


Janst Finger 


40. 


Mary Robinson 


16. 


Rita Greer 


41 . 


Sandra Harris 


17. 


Sara Hai le 


42. 


Ted Martin 


IS. 


01 Ivia Henley 


43. 


Marie R. Johnson 


19. 


Jimmy Harris 


^4. 


Joyce Wi Iding 


20. 


Anne Hennessy 


45. 


Thomas Baker 


21. 


Estel le Hoi loway 


46. 


Patricia Briggs 


22. 


Mary Hurrr.el 


47. 


C. Hlxanbaugh 


23. 


Elaine Kaslan 


48. 


Betsy Hoi ton 


24. 


Chic Langhens 


49. 


Tom Johnson 


25. 


Eva Lcvett 







Students 



Male - 24 
Female ~ 22 
Total - 46 



I . Procesu- P roduct Eveluatlon Summa rv 

The evaluation destr.n and co.'npetency listing for this project were 
concerned with providing students with the tools and knowledge to work and 
leav'i in an innar-clty setting snd tc dGvelop the dosire to seek cr.ployment 
In the inner-city, infonrjution re-^Tirdina tiieso aro'js was obtained tt'roi;gh 
questlonoalrcs, reactions, course evaluations, and surveys. As a result of 
information collected, revisions In courses, in ccxmunity assian.nents, and 
within -the progran were loaoe. A nunbcr of evaluation irstru.r^onts had not 
as yet been looked at so results and resultant decisions from these were not 
available. Copies of i nstrunenTs and results thut were available were provided 
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ThQ overall final evaluation was wall done and provided very useful 
and beneficial Information concerning this project. 

II. Dissemination Activities 

Two presentations wore made during the course of the year concerning 
this project. 

III. Strengjhs and VIeaknesses 

The weaknesses of the program were as fol lows: 

1. Poor communication between I .U. and Louisville staff 

2. Undergraduate program suffered at the hands of graduate 
level program. 

3. SoJT.g loval adnln! stratlon did not have as a primary 
concern the helping of student teachers. 

The strengths of ths program were as follows: 

1. It provided a realistic experience for students In program. 

2. Students had to become aware of frustrations and challenges 
in this typo of setting. 

3. f-bst students gained the necessary skills for this type 

of sotting. ^ a. 4. 

4. Student teachers were accepted during May without payrr.en. to 

supervising teachers. 

IV. Pro je ct Future 

The doc is Ion has been nado not to continue this prog ran. The director 
expressed ocr.corn about th3 termination as he felt that th3 setting was one 
that offc:red students a program that could not be duplicated In anotncr 
setting. 
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Urban Semester 
Final Evaluation Summary 
Director: John Brown 
r*3y, 1973 

Faculty/Staff* 



1. DaveTurnbuIl 6. Mark Kretzman 

2. Dean Acheson 7. John Lough 11 n 

3. Ed Howell 8. Eeverly Huntsrr.an 

4. r4ary Ochs 9. Tom Glass 

5. Lee Small 10, John Brown 



*Note: AH of the above listed people (with the exception of 
John Brown) will be out of the progrsm next year. 



Students* 



Male - 5 
Female - 19 
Total - 24 

*Note: There Is not a listing of students for the first 
semester of this program's operation. 



I . Procoss-Product Ev al uation £'jrr.m ary 

The main evaluation efforts of the Urban Semester Program were cor/nents 
and reactions made by students and staff at retreats and other settings; 
questionnaires; and appraisals of studant porformances made by school 
pernonnel cr. woll as parscnnel where students were placed In jcb settings 
In the ccrr.T.'.T. I tv . The feedback from these evaluation endeavors Indlcaiud 
thot the studsnts learned a g«*c2t de^l about an urban setting and gained 
valuable e5<;v.>-Unco while ilvlr.g, working, end Interacting In their core 
courses. Thr r.;aln problem exprosscd by students and staff was \,\ the 
"plunge," where students had to live In an urban setting on fifty cents a 
day and take care of all their needs; the length of the orientation period; 
and busy-work job placements. The program evaluation made comments as to 
how some of these activities would be changed or modified next year. 

The open-ended responses by all concerned with this project seemed to 
provide much valuable Information about what seme of the problems were and 
there were a number of suggestions as to how these problems could be 
handled. Copies of sora of the feedback by those Involved with the prcgram 
were made available In this report. There was one questionnaire that was 
discussed at a final retreat that was Included; however, the re.ults of 
this InstrLT.ont v;ei-3 ret Incluri.?u. The evaluation Information In this 
final report was aU from the second som??ster of the project. In looking 
boCk at th3 Evaluation Team's file on this project, there ware two 



42- 



Instrumonts utHtzed first ssmester. There were some" quest I onnaf res given 
out during Iho first semester which have been put. Into this final evaluation 
report. Tha one questionnaire was to determine students* attitudes upon 
entering the program which provided sone good Information. 

The overall final evaluation report required synlhesls and amalgamation, 
as most of the Information supplied was contained In lengthy reports. Also, 
as mentioned previously, fnfornatlcn regarding the first semester's ectlvltlos 
came out of the Evaiuorton Team's voider on Urban Semaster. It Is recognised 
however, that the change In directors did cause many of these problems. 



1 1 . Dissemination Activities 

These Included press releases which appeared in several newspapers and 
also Urban Colloga weekends where people could visit for a weekend and witness 
first hand what the progrcm was doing. 



111. Strengths and V/ogknessf^s 

The follov/lr.g v.ere listed as strengths of the Urban Semester Program: 

1. Students are exposed to the "real world." 

2. Students are exposed to a variety of different components 
In the urban setting and they can see how these components 
Interact with one or.other. 

3. Students beco!r.e more av/are of what problems confront 
residents In an urbon setting and can develop a more 
sensitive attitude about sucn. 

4. A ccrnurilCQtion Pnk D6tv/cen conmunlty ertd the 
University I? nrovidod. 

5. Ihc-ro w3rj no d rope u it; crang students enrolling In 
th ; progrom. 

The fo; Ic .'Incj were llsrcd as x.-caknesses of the program: 

t. Change of dlreciors In the middle of the year created 
a problem a-j far as leadership was cor.cerned. 

2. The job placement of students was not carefully planned so 
that students wore roving around more than v/as necessary. 

3. Students end staff had different Ideas of what the 
prchram's purposes wore. 

4. Thc'llnkaro betw?.5n Ir.dla.-.cpol Is Public Schools and the 
Urban Songster Prr^r^'^ v.mS ?!rost .icn-existef.t. 

5. Students coning from Schools outside the Cchool of Education 
hs.vo to be c^cdD rore aware of whet Is exL^ccted of them. 

6. S'j'. orvlr.lcn In t^,3 aroes of expcrlr-ontal and academic pa^ts 
o.* the prcgrem nc3ds to be strengthened. 
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IV. Project Future 

The program will continue next year. There are soms problems, however, 
that will need to be Ironed out. It also appears that more students from 
Arts end Sciences will be ccmlng Into the Program. 

The Urban Senester Progran Is to be combined with the Shawnee Under- 
graduate Pronram as the slnqle !nner-cH7 student teaching program. Several 
cht^nges are being made. The contract with Planner House will not be continued. 
Rather, a community agent will be hired whoso sole responsibility will be 
working with this program. More specific requirements are being outlined 
for departtaents to enroll students In the program to counter the tendency to 
ignore students once assigned to field sites. 



Laboratory-Based Sccfal Studies 
Final Evaluation Summary 
Director: Lee Ehman 
May, 1973 



Faculty / Staff 



1 . Terry Andorson 

2. Mark Cohan 

3. Lee Chman 

4. David Gllesstnan 



5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 



Joy Kleuck«^t'» 
Kathy Schold 
Phillip Smith 
Jim Vincent 



Students 



Male - 12 
Female - 5 
Total - 17 



I. Procoss-Product Evaluation Summary 

The Laboratory Based Social Studies Program used three types of process 
evaluation Instruments. Those were: open class discussions, paper and pencil 
lnstru!r.onts, and personal contact wHh students. As a function of the 
Information so collected, the following docislons were made: 

1. Changes In class rr.eoting tinivss. 

2. Changes In class topics. 

3. A reallocation of time so that eventually one half the semester 
will be spent student teaching. 

4. The addition of a professor to teach geography. 

5. Th-? Instliu« :cn of . a roro "p.^rson-orlented" approach. 

A cc:)y of tho sarr.eotcr-ond evaluation questionnaire was attachod 
along with r:^^pon^iC3 frc:^ that Instrunont. 

Competency assessment was undertaken for two competencies In the program: 
one Involved properlng a lesson and presenting It In a laborctcfv setting; 
the other Involved evaluation In a videotaped teaching- 1 earning situation. 
Criteria to evaluate both were estabtlshad In advanced. Only one student was 
unable to porfcrn satisfactorily by those standards. Based on -the results of 
summatlvo evaluatlon::i, it was noted thnt all students had made at least 
adequate progress In tho aroa of Interpretive ccnpetencies. A copy of the 
first ccfr.petency assessment I nstrurient was attached. 

The final evaluritlon report provided vory clear and concise data pertaining 
to the LaborDtorv-3a59d Soda! Studies Program's operations during their pilot 
scrrosier of cpcrati^n. An evaluation doslgn or noodu asscssr.-.ont would have 
been a helpful ad-lltlon to this pocket for a newly started program such as 
this coe. 



45 




III. Stronn_ths and '.Ve3kno«;cr>e 

The following were listed as strengths of the program: 
I. individual attention accorded students 

5 I°%t?achin3 and p|ann?na. 

• f:^r::^^^XJ:^1!;V"^ ^-cMn^ e<,ucot,on has 

6. Mutuo, trust ..3pect on p^^.t of .oth students and staff. 
The following wore listed as weaknesses of tl,. program: 

schools faocaLselhts" s fllll t^tZV"" '"'l''^' *-^^^rs and 
program. * ° ^"'^^ semes. er. psrt-tlme student teaching 

'-T:f in^lt^L^rn;^^^^^^^^^ -^oo.s as well 

teacher-p.rltv :v-Q..p. ^* ^Sram conceptual I zaf Ion from Insorvico 
3. Rocrultront of students. 
• •r;j:::„r?o'?-'^,%^^°-i,-^cnt Of pr^ra. coursewor. U 

■ pnct°:SllS;:°"'^' --^'"^tion problems occured during the 



Th 



pertain,ng'•^|^^;r .P-'^l clear and concise data 

tholr pilot semester of opera; In An fLf " ^i-°9'-a"'s operations during 
would have been a helpfu?' adl ITo^ to tb s .11 f °^ "^'^^ assossnl;?^ 
program such Ihls on.5. '^"^^^^ ^oi" ^ "'■"'y startsd 



